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This study examines the effect of board gender diversity on sustainability reporting quality in 
case of Malaysia. Many studies that investigated the relationship between board gender 
diversity and sustainability reporting quality were done in foreign countries. Therefore, this 
study contributes to the literature in this field of study in Malaysia. The theoretical foundation 
for this study was supported by agency theory and resources dependency theory. The main 
source of information for this study was obtained from the sustainability report and annual 
report for the fiscal year 2016. The selected samples include of Malaysian listed companies in 
the main board Bursa Malaysia. Final sample consists of 98 companies. By using the ordered-
probit and logistic regression analysis, the results show that there is positive relationship 
between the number of women on boards and proportion of women directors towards 
sustainability reporting quality. However, with regards to the result for independent women 
directors show that the relationship is not statistically significant. This study can conclude that 
board gender diversity can influence a better quality of sustainability reporting, supporting the 
regulator’s initiative to promote gender diversity in the corporate boardrooms.  
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Kajian ini mengkaji kesan kepelbagaian gender lembaga pengarah ke atas kualiti pelaporan 
kemampanan dalam kes Malaysia. Banyak kajian yang telah dijalankan di luar negara tentang 
hubungan antara kepelbagaian gender lembaga pengarah dan kualiti pelaporan kemampanan. 
Oleh itu, kajian ini telah memberi sumbangan kepada literatur dalam bidang pengajian di 
Malaysia. Asas teori untuk kajian ini disokong oleh teori agensi dan teori sumber daya 
kebergantungan. Sumber utama maklumat untuk kajian ini diperolehi dari laporan 
kemampanan and laporan tahunan bagi tahun fiskal 2016. Dengan menggunakan analisis 
regresi yang diperintahkan dan regresi logistik, hasil menunjukkan bahawa terdapat hubungan 
positif antara bilangan ahli lembaga pengarah wanita dan perkadaran pengarah wanita terhadap 
kualiti pelaporan kemapanan. Walau bagaimanapun, berkenaan dengan keputusan untuk ahli 
lembaga pengarah wanita bebas menunjukkan bahawa hubungan itu tidak signifikan secara 
statistik. Kajian ini menyimpulkan bahawa kepelbagian gender lembaga pengarah mampu 
mempengaruhi kualiti pelaporan kemampanan yg lebih baik dan menyokong initiatif pengawal 
selia untuk menggalakkan kepelbagaian gender dalam lembaga pengarah.  
 
Kata kunci: kepelbagaian jawatankuasa lembaga, kualiti laporan kemampanan, ahli lembaga 
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 : INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter is separated into several sections. It presents, background of study in Section 1.1. 
Section 1.2 reveals problem statement of study. Furthermore, Section 1.3 and Section 1.4 states 
research questions and research objectives that researcher would like to accomplish at the end 
of this study. This is followed by the scope of study in section 1.5 and the significance of study 
in section 1.6. Finally, the organization of the thesis is outlined in section 1.7.  
 
1.1  Background of the Study 
 
Generally, sustainability reporting known same as other terms for non-financial reporting such 
as corporate responsibility reporting and triple bottom line reporting. It is an important 
component of integrated reporting which is the most up-to-date development that merge the 
non-financial and financial analysis performance. While sustainability report is one type of 
report issued by an organization discuss about social, economic, and environmental effects 
triggered by daily business operation and activity. On 5 September 2006, Bursa Malaysia 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) framework for public listed company (PLC) was 
introduced. This framework is a guidance for Malaysia Company to build CSR strategy. It also 
gives direction on how to communicate those CSR strategy effectively to stakeholder. The 
main focus area that has been highlighted in CSR framework for CSR practice is workplace, 
environment, marketplace and community. Starting from year 2007, Malaysian PLC have been 
anticipated by Malaysian Government to disclose CSR activities in company annual report 
since disclosure of CSR activities being endorse as part of Bursa Malaysia Listing 
Requirements. The purpose is to inculcate CSR culture among Malaysia PLC. According to 
Aman and Takril (2016), the level of awareness of CSR had enhanced as proven by number of 
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companies disclosed CSR in annual report is increasing especially after mandatory requirement 
by Bursa Malaysia for company to release CSR in annual report. The factor of enforcement of 
related reporting rules for company to perform extensive responsibility to society could 
probably improve CSR in Malaysia throughout evolvement of proper governance mechanism 
and reporting procedures.  
 
In October 2015, Bursa Malaysia launched its sustainability reporting guide and toolkits 
respectively with amendments to its Main listing requirement. It commands PLC to include 
sustainability reporting in company annual reports. In sustainability reporting, companies must 
disclose any significant and material social, environmental and economic opportunities and 
also risk arising from business operations. It is important to ensure the businesses aware of the 
effect of these factors in areas in which they operate as well as their social operation. 
Sustainability reporting also perceives that shareholders and stakeholders have a genuine 
interest to understand how these issues are being managed and their impact on the worth and 
sustainability of company’s business. Consider the economic, environmental and social (EES) 
risks and opportunities in conjunction with financial implications is one of comprehensive 
approach to business management. This EES risks and opportunities also known as 
sustainability matters. It is being perceived as a measurement to create long term advantages 
or value creation and business continuity.  
 
In paragraph 29, Part A of Appendix 9c of Main Market Listing Requirement stated that all 
main market listed issuers with market capitalization of RM 2 billion and above excluding 
treasury share as at 31 December 2015 or as at the data of its listing in 2016 and other main 
market listed issuer must issue a narrative statement of management namely sustainability 
statement regarding sustainability matters (Bursa Malaysia, 2015). In addition, listed issuer 
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should include disclosure about governance structure take place to manage and control 
sustainability matters, and scope of sustainability statement that being highlighted in Paragraph 
6.2, Practice Note 9, Main Market Listing Requirement. They should comply in annual report 








Figure 1 illustrates Corporate Responsibility (CR) reporting evolution from year 1993 amongst 
the giant 100 companies in 41 countries (N100) and the 250 giant companies worldwide (G250) 
(King et al., 2015). Based on King et al. (2015), 73 percent of companies under category N100 
in year 2015 are give details on CR report, which a slightly increase from 2013 which is 71 
percent. The recent CR reporting rate amongst G250 company is 92 percent in year 2015. G250 
reporting rate has varied between 90 and 95 percent throughout the last four years, mainly 
because of the difference composition of the list of G250. It proves that currently CR reporting 
is an ordinary practice of global business. CR reporting has conventionally been voluntary, 
however, stock exchanges and government all over the map are progressively imposing 






CSR is progressively turn into a strategic issue that top management need to deal with. Current 
literature suggests that women directors can perform strategic position in allowing firm to bring 
about sustainable practices and social responsibility appropriately. Setó-Pamies (2015) support 
that gender diversity has definite influence on CSR development in organizations and make 
contribution to sustainable development. Similar to CSR, sustainability reporting also has turn 
out to be a main component for strategic management. The sustainable reports used as the 
fundamental instrument to communicate and expose stakeholder discussion. Most of the 
corporate strategies are defined and developed by corporate boards. Hence, it is important to 
explore association between sustainability reporting and presence of a minimum three women 
on the board of directors. The study proved that CSR reporting level are higher in countries 
with a greater proportion of BOD with at least three women (Fernandez-Feijoo, Romero, & 
Ruiz-Blanco, 2014). 
 
Apart from that, board diversity has become one of the prime mover to sustain an organization’s 
position in the marketplace (Carter, Simkins, & Simpson, 2003). They considered that the 
board that made up of individuals of various backgrounds can enhance better understanding of 
marketplace. Furthermore, a more diverse board may be a superior monitor of managers 
because board diversity increases board independence. Recommendation 2.2 of Malaysian 
Code on Corporate Governance 2012 encourages board of directors (BOD) to create procedure 
enacting its approach to boardroom diversity. This required BOD through nominating 
committee to engage necessary actions to make certain that women applicants are wanted as 
part of its recruitment exercise. BOD must clearly reveal policy of gender diversity in company 




Furthermore, Malaysia nation’s goal regarding participation of women on boards is aimed to 
achieve 30 percent by 2016. Thus, once the necessity for new director is recognized or casual 
vacancy come up, talented and qualified women candidates should be take into account and 
identified. Based on The Star (Aug 8,2017), women on boards in the Top 100 PLCs on Bursa 
Malaysia as of 30 June 2017 are only achieved 18%. It was still low compared to the initial 
Government’s target of 30% set in 2011. There are 17 companies among the top 100 PLCs that 
do not have any women on their boards.  
 
Back in April 2014, Prime Minister emphasized the need for listed issuers to set up and disclose 
policy of diversity comprising gender, age and ethnicity for board and management at the 
Sustainability and Diversity Roundtable Session organized by the Economic Planning Unit and 
the Securities Commission (SC). This circular issued by Bursa Malaysia directing all PLC to 
disclose diversity policy for annual report issued on or after 2 January 2015. Ahead of just 
fulfilling with Bursa Malaysia’s requirements to state diversity policy, PLC wish to take to the 
account the Diversity and Inclusion disclosures consistent with the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) Guidelines for Sustainability Report. 
 
Consequently, it is vital to study if the practice of sustainability reporting by PLC in Malaysia 
is conform with reporting regulations levied by the Bursa Malaysia and Malaysian government 
and how board gender diversity can affect Malaysian PLC to reveal sustainability information 






1.2  Problem Statement 
 
Women's contribution towards corporate value has received extraordinary attention from 
scholars worldwide. However, the findings are questionable. Earlier in 2011, Government of 
Malaysia make proclamation an aim for the corporate sector to urge for women to represent 30 
percent of decision making roles and functions by end of 2016 (Aripin, Hassan, Amran, Ismail, 
& Abdul-Manaf, 2016). As for Malaysia, this topic received the interest of many and has 
become more relevant after the government announced the policy of including at least 30 
percent women at decision-making and strategic level in corporate sector. However, based on 
Amran et al. (2014) study, there is still low percentage of women on boards. In other words, 
most of the Malaysian Companies are dominated by male director on board. Furthermore, as 
of June 2016, gender diversity statistics for Top 100 Companies shows there is slightly increase 
on number of women on boards compared to 2015 based on Malaysia-ASEAN Corporate 
Governance Transparency Index, Findings and Recognition 2016 Report. Percentage of  
women on boards comprised of non-independent non-executive directors, independent non-
executive directors and executive directors in 2016 is 14.6 percent while in 2015 is 13.4 percent 
(Bushon, 2016). These findings revealed that the presence of women in boardrooms as the 
targeted 30 percent quota of having women director on boards by 2016 that was announced by 
the Malaysia government is still far behind the target.  
 
Furthermore, there is a continuous demand for study that “proves” the women’s value added 
on corporate board to the bottom line (Terjesen, Sealy, & Singh, 2009). He suggests scholars 
might focus on direct after-effect of taking additional women on corporate boards and observe 
at what time and in what way women participate most excellently in their position as board 
director of company. Zainal, Zulkifli, and Saleh (2013) also mention the need to observe the 
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impact of the application of related regulation and rules as well as concern to board diversity 
practices.  
 
The topic of women on board has be given important awareness as it is claimed that women 
director can possibly vary behaviors of boardroom. At the same time, there are numerous 
research on impact of  women on board on several perspective for example real activities 
manipulation (Luo, Xiang, & Huang, 2017), accounting quality (García Lara, García Osma, 
Mora, & Scapin, 2017), earnings quality (Al-Dhamari & Ku Ismail, 2014; Srinidhi, Gul, & 
Tsui, 2011), earning management (Abdul Rahman & Mohamed Ali, 2006; Abdullah & Ku 
Ismail, 2016; Gavious, Segev, & Yosef, 2012), corporate sustainability practices and reporting 
(Azmat & Rentschler, 2017; Bear, Rahman, & Post, 2010; Ben-Amar, Chang, & McIlkenny, 
2017; Fernandez-Feijoo, Romera, & Ruiz, 2012; Galbreath, 2011; Kaspereit, Lopatta, & 
Matolcsy, 2016; Nadeem, Zaman, & Saleem, 2017; Zainal et al., 2013), stock liquidity (Ahmed 
& Ali, 2017; Dobbin & Jung, 2010; Gul, Srinidhi, & Ng, 2011), financial performance 
(Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008; Carter, D’Souza, Simkins, & Simpson, 2010; Lee-kuen, 
Sok-gee, & Zainudin, 2017), sustainability reporting quality (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2016; 
Amran, Lee, & Devi, 2014; García Lara et al., 2017) and firm performance (Arayssi, Dah, & 
Jizi, 2016; Low, Roberts, & Whiting, 2015; McMahon, 2011; Miller & Del Carmen Triana, 
2009; Terjesen, Couto, & Francisco, 2016). 
 
The issue of board gender diversity and sustainability reporting are relatively limited in the 
context of Malaysia. Mostly, studies on board gender diversity in Malaysia emphasis on 
consequence of women director on such as earning management (Abdul Rahman & Mohamed 
Ali, 2006; Abdullah & Ku Ismail, 2016), accrual management (Abdullah & Ku Ismail, 2012; 
Buniamin, Johari, Abd Rahman, & Abdul Rauf, 2012), social and environmental performance 
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(Alazzani, Hassanein, & Aljanadi, 2017; Phua & Poh-Ling, 2017), accounting and market 
performance (Abdullah, Ku Ismail, & Nachum, 2012; Hassan & Marimuthu, 2014; Hassan, 
Marimuthu, & Johl, 2016) , and firm performance (Low et al., 2015), studies that focus on the 
sustainability reporting quality are lacking after reviewing the current literature. Despite the 
significance of the issue on gender diversity on boards and corporate reporting, the question on 
“how board gender diversity would affect firm’ sustainability reporting quality?” has not been 
answered specifically in Malaysian setting, where majority of PLC have less incentives to 
increase to women participation in the boardrooms. Furthermore, Shamil, Shaikh, Ho, and 
Krishnan (2014) also stated there is a requirement to explore how characteristics of board 
induce quality reporting. Hence, this study is aiming to narrow these gaps which examine the 
effect of women on board on quality of sustainability reporting. A positive relationship should 
provide support to the approval policy in increasing women on board of director in Malaysian 
companies. 
 
1.3  Research Questions 
  
This paper is designed to answer the following question:  
1) What is the association between number of women on boards and sustainability 
reporting quality? 
2) What is the association between proportion of women directors and sustainability 
reporting quality? 





1.4  Research Objectives 
 
The purpose of this research is to investigate potential factors of women on boards to 
sustainability reporting quality for PLC in Malaysia. Specifically, objectives of research are as 
below:  
1) To investigate whether there is association between number of women on boards and 
sustainability reporting quality 
2) To investigate whether there is association between proportion of women directors and 
sustainability reporting quality. 
3) To investigate whether there is association between independent women directors and 
sustainability reporting quality. 
 
1.5  Scope of the Study 
 
This research tests relationship between gender diversity on boards and sustainability reporting 
quality amongst Malaysian PLC. The variable that use in gender diversity on boards is number 
of women on boards, proportion of women directors and number of independent women 
directors. Selection of companies was based on Top 100 Malaysia-ASEAN Corporate 
Governance Transparency Index Companies for overall CG and performance in year 2016. 
From the total 100 companies, there were only 98 companies selected due to the fact that some 
of the companies do not have annual report for the year 2016 in the Bursa Malaysia website 
and company official website throughout study period. Sample firms can be grouped into ten 
different industries based on the industry classification provided website Bursa Malaysia. Data 
for the study was extracted from Bursa Malaysia a website where they provide its users with 
an annual report and sustainability report for every company in Malaysia. If Bursa Malaysia 
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website do not provide annual report and sustainability report, the annual report is directly 
downloaded from the company official website. Several required financial information is also 
collected from Thomson Reuters DataStream for financial year 2016. 
 
1.6  Significance of the Study 
 
This paper expects to provide several contributions to the literature body on corporate 
governance on subtopic board gender diversity. First of all, this paper delivers imperative 
understandings into the functions performed by women directors in Malaysia, where 
memberships of board are typically conquered by men. This paper provides to the literature on 
corporate governance with evidence from the developing market in which the study on board 
gender diversity and sustainability reporting quality is still relatively unexplored in Malaysia. 
This paper could convey to the companies on how women director be able to support, make 
contribution and enhancing corporate governance. 
 
Secondly, research on relationship between board gender diversity and sustainability reporting 
quality gives rich and deep perceptions into contribution and involvement made by women 
directors on corporate boards in sustainability issues. This study is expected to deliver new 
insight in corporate governance on the link between women on boards and sustainability 
reporting as one of suggested policies in corporate governance to the Malaysian companies. 
This study is important because corporate governance does affect sustainability reporting. It 
can contribute to the regulators in creating and revising more advantageous policies such as 
Malaysia Corporate Code Governance (MCCG) to enhance the current policies or regulations 
to ensure better corporate governance in the future. For example, the policies could improve 
and encourage more board gender diversity among Malaysian Firm in the future. Moreover, 
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Malaysian Securities Commission or authority can use the outcomes of this study to develop 
corporate strategy and planning process so as to improve of the sustainability reporting in 
Malaysia. 
 
Lastly, to the same extent Government of Malaysia has encouraged significance of 
encompassing gender diversity on boards and sustainability reporting, the investigation of 
women directors on boards and sustainability reporting practices be able to aid regulation 
makers to consider their forthcoming regulation-making decisions. Existence of women in 
boardrooms as the 30 percent quota of including women director on boards is still behind goal. 
Furthermore, findings possibly will increase awareness of the relationship between gender 
diversity on boards and sustainability reporting quality.  
 
1.7  Organization of the Thesis 
 
Chapter one highlights the background and problem statement, research question, research 
objective, scope of study and significant of thesis. For the upcoming chapter, it discusses the 
literature review on sustainability reporting quality and board gender diversity. The last section 
discusses the underlying theory related to this study. Next chapter 3 explains research 
framework, methodology employed in this research and also hypotheses development. Chapter 
4 examines and discusses association between board gender diversity with sustainability 
reporting quality. It includes the analysis of annual report in this study by using SPSS. Based 
on the analysis, findings are extracted from this research. The final chapter presents conclusion 
and recommendation for forthcoming studies. 
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 : LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This chapter intends to explain on what is sustainability reporting, the current global trend on 
sustainability reporting and several sustainability approaches been adopted by the company. 
This chapter also review studies on board diversity and sustainability reporting. 
 
2.1  Sustainability Reporting 
 
Sustainability reporting involves evaluation of performance of corporate in environmental, 
economic, and social perspective (Maclaren, 1996). Through this sustainability reporting, it 
would like to exhibit and present to stakeholders that organization is endeavoring to meet value 
of stakeholders and stakeholders’ expectations within all three pillars. It also describes 
governance model and the value of organization, and establishes the connection among 
company strategy and its responsibility to sustainable economy globally. It is also a main 
platform for conveying performance of sustainability and effects. It may aid organizations to 
understand, compute, and communicate their environmental, economic, and social, and 
followed by set targets, and control changes more efficiently and effectively.  
 
Normally, people think of CSR same as sustainability. However, in fact this two are total 
different item. CSR recognized as "the continuing commitment by business to act ethically and 
contribute to economic growth while improving the quality of life of the work force and their 
families as well as a local community and society at large" (Holme & Watts, 1999). It focus 
more on the social aspects of the business, its people and the community and had limited impact 
on value creation (Bursa Malaysia, 2015). CSR includes contributions made by an organization 
to society. It have a tendency to highlight on activity of philanthropic, and not necessarily deal 
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with sustainability-related concerns linked to business operation of organization (Malik, 2015). 
Conversely, sustainability is more onward-looking and focusses on dealing impact of 
organization on society, environmental and economy, while safeguarding its own future. This 
means engage in issues for example ageing populations, economic inequality, resource 
scarcity, and, all of which not only effect society but then also business (Bursa Malaysia, 2015).  
 
Most of the time, people are unable to clearly differentiate EES terms (economic, 
environmental and social) and ESG (environmental, social and governance) and frequently 
used interchangeably in explaining sustainability reporting. Generally, governance is an 
important part of sustainability. However, the sustainability reporting guide are largely focus 
on EES only because the “G” - governance element has already been broadly covered under 
the existing disclosure requirements in Bursa Malaysia listing requirements and 2012 
Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance (MCCG). 
 
2.1.1  Global Trend on Sustainability Reporting 
 
The current global trend among established firms and prestige organization is include the data 
about sustainability in annual report or in other word publish sustainability report and 
statement. This make investors easy to retrieve non-financial information. According to de 
Boer et al. (2013), approximately 20 percent of companies under N100 category included 
information about sustainability in annual report on year 2011. N100 is the giant 100 companies 
on 41 countries. Recently rate is nearly tripartite which at 56 percent (King et al., 2015).  
 
Based on King et al. (2015) report, most of the countries that have highest rates of sustainability 
disclosure in annual report assuredly have legislation and regulation that obliged it. India is the 
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first country with the highest rate (100%) of sustainability reporting in annual report. India 
Securities Exchange Board and the Companies Act command company to convey on corporate 
responsibility activities in company annual report. The second countries that highest rate of 
sustainability reporting are Malaysia and Indonesia. As mention before, reporting on 
sustainability material in company annual report is mandatory for Malaysia PLC. Bursa 
Malaysia as stock exchange demands PLC to explain in what manner material economic, 
social, environmental risks and opportunities are coped. Similar in Indonesia, it is mandatory 
for Indonesia publicly listed and limited liability company to publish information on 
sustainability in annual report.  
 
Next country is France which bring 93 percent of sustainability disclosure in financial report. 
On month of July 2010, France engaged momentous movement with respect to mandating 
integration of sustainability and financial reporting for every large companies with new 
regulation so-called Grenelle II. Under Article 225 of Grenelle II need large and listed company 
on French Stock Exchange to make clear on the environmental and social outcomes of activities 
along with commitments on societal for sustainable development into their annual report and 
additional disclosures on change of climate is mandated begin from year 2016.  
 
Followed by United Kingdom, Companies Act insist on quoted companies to inform 
Greenhouse Gas emissions in annual report. This country brings 90 percent of sustainability 
disclosure in financial report.  Furthermore, in Board of Director’ section of the annual report, 
Norway publicly owned and listed companies need clarify in what way sustainability issues 




Lastly, the majority of biggest companies in Denmark are obliged to report on Corporate 
Responsibility, and additional precisely on human rights and climate in the annual report. 
Nevertheless, the report also stated countries that have the highest growths in reporting 
sustainability in annual report between 2013 and 2015 which are Taiwan around 64 percentage 
points, South Korea about 43 percentage points and Norway approximately 31 percentage 
points.  
 
King et al. (2015) believed that two factors driven companies to report on additional 
sustainability information in annual report is: first, sustainability data is progressively 
recognized by shareholders as relevant for getting better understanding regarding company’s 
risks and opportunities, and second, stock exchanges and governments are making 
requirements for companies to report and disclose on corporate responsibility info in annual 
reports. Company must make sure they focus on sustainability issues that influence value of 
business extremely, and give details on progress in annual report to go forward of these trends.  
 
2.1.2  Sustainability Reporting Approach 
 
There are two sustainability reporting approach for companies to disclose a narrative statement 
concerning about sustainability matters in annual report (Bursa Malaysia, 2015). First approach 
is general sustainability statement. This is the most straightforward option since there is no 
framework to be followed. Usually companies prepare this narrative sustainability statement 





Second approach is detailed sustainability statement whereby there is a detailed disclosure on 
sustainability statement scope, governance structure of sustainability, and management of 
material sustainability matters together with key indicators. For this approach, company have 
used a sustainability framework as a guideline for report sustainability in annual report. Certain 
frameworks give beneficial foundation for continual development as well as comparison 
between industry. Among these frameworks are the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) G4 
Guidelines, International Integrated Reporting Council’s Integrated Reporting Framework and 
standards by Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB). Some organizations’ reports 
use a combination of sustainability frameworks to attain the need of stakeholder regarding 
corporate reporting.  
 
Organizations can adopt or adapt appropriate frameworks to be fitting with their necessities. 
The framework that globally used and recognized by the companies all over the world is GRI 
framework. This framework is prescriptive framework and give guidelines on in what way 
organizations manage plus disclose performance of sustainability and how to evaluate and 
report their environmental, social, economic and governance performance. On 19 October 
2016, G4 Guideline have been superseded by GRI Standards. By utilizing guideline of GRI, 
organization are able to report and disclose the company most critical impact whether favorable 
or unfavorable on view of economy, society and environment. They able to produce relevant, 
standardize and reliable information which useful for assess and evaluate risk and 
opportunities, and allow additional informed decision making for users in business and among 
corporate stakeholders. This G4 guideline is generally designed to be comprehensively 
applicable to all organization regardless on small and large, sectors and types, all over the map. 
The Global Sustainability Standard Board (GSSB) has released interpretation regarding the G4 
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Guidelines. However, they are strongly encouraged that for the first-time reporters to use the 
GRI Standards instead of G4.  
 
According to Bedlow and Yap (2016), PricewaterhouseCoopers, one of the Big4 auditor have 
been working on more holistic reporting models and view sustainability reporting as a mode to 
communicate value from non-financial information. Figure 2 shows the PwC’s corporate 
sustainability framework been implemented in the organization. This sustainability framework 
helps them view at wider picture by attaining a balance between driving innovation, staying on 
competitive, and protecting environment. In the first ground level of the framework, PwC will 
be addressing the growing need of the stakeholders through non-financial reporting and 
assurance. Next, they looked at structure, processes, people and infrastructure in ensuring 
sustainable practices throughout the organization. Then, they measure and manage impacts 
across the value chain based on sustainability measures. After that, they conduct sustainability 




PwC’s Corporate Sustainability Framework (Bedlow & Yap, 2016) 
Corporate strategy and Sustainabiltiy Strategy -
Crafting your overall strategic sustainability vision
Sustainability Initiatives - Enabling effectiveness 
alignment of your initiatives
Sustainability measures - Measuring and 
managing impacts across the value chain
Structure, process, people & Infrastructure -
Ensuring sustainable practices thoughout 
organization
Non-financial reporting & assurance - Addressing 
growing needs of stakeholders
18 
 
Bedlow et.al (2016) also have identified several reporting tips to help companies articulate their 
own unique sustainability framework. Firstly, company need to embed sustainability into 
corporate strategy. They should demonstrate how sustainability is integrated into the 
company’s core corporate strategy. Secondly, company should obtain third party pre-assurance 
and assurance to help the organization check the reliability and credibility of reported content. 
The company also should provide a balanced view whereby they report the negative and 
positive impacts and how this informed the company’s strategy and be transparent on how the 
issues have been addresses. Lastly, company need to reveal an understanding of sustainability 
issues relevant to key stakeholders and business and report only those of material importance.  
 
2.1.3  Sustainability Reporting Quality 
 
Generally, the term “sustainability” is related to the typical meaning of “sustainable 
development” by Brundtland Commission (1987), which asserts that “Sustainable development 
is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs”. According to Elkington (1997), main principle of 
sustainability is to safeguard current business activities these days do not constrain the range 
and scope of social, economic, and environmental options accessible to forthcoming 
generations.  
 
According to KPMG’s method, to evaluate Corporate Responsibility (CR) reporting quality, it 
depends on seven conditions that believe are indication of best practice for industry. The seven 
conditions or criteria are materiality, targets and indicators, stakeholder engagement, risk, 
suppliers and value chain, opportunity and strategy, transparency and balance, and corporate 
responsibility governance (King et al., 2015). Firstly, report must clarify in what way company 
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engaged and identifies its stakeholders and in what manner their opinions enlighten Corporate 
Responsibility strategy. Second, report had better establish a certain and continuing process to 
find matters that are utmost significant to its stakeholder and company. Third, report must 
recognize social and environmental risks and opportunities, and describe strategic response of 
company. Next, report ought to state targets that able to be evaluated. The report must be 
exposed and convey effectively info regarding Corporate Responsibility challenges the 
company cope with, along with its achievements. The report also should disclose how corporate 
responsibility strategy of company and targets take care of the material environmental and 
social impacts of its product, services and suppliers. Last but not least, the report must specify 
in what way corporate responsibility is managed inside company, who takes accountability for 
it and how corporate responsibility performance is connected to compensation.  
 
In testing the consequence of board gender diversity on quality of sustainability reporting, 
Amran et al. (2014) research measure sustainability Reporting Quality using model of scoring 
altered from disclosure on environmental index. There are ten measures modified from the 
index evaluating disclosure of firm and quality of environmental reporting capture the 
sustainability reporting quality measure for instance, adoption of sustainability reporting 
guideline, assurance regarding info and data revealed in sustainability report and independent 
verification. One point was given once demonstrated in content analysis for all of ten criteria. 
If all the items be present in sustainability report, a highest score of 10 points is gained. 
 
Moreover, Ibrahim et al. (2015) study evaluated sustainability report quality by referring to 
Global Reporting Initiatives G3 guideline. The Guideline comprises of various indicators for 
example environmental, labor practice and decent, economic, society, human rights and 
product responsibility. They scored the comprehensiveness of data disclosed for each one based 
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on three classes; no information is disclosed was allotted a score of 0, general information was 
assigned 1 score, information that disclosed partially that encompassing of either qualitative or 
quantitative information was given a score of 2, and full-information which consolidation of 
quantity and quality information disclosed was given a score of 3. 
 
2.2  Underpinning Theory  
 
Scholars have developed a number of theories underpinning women on corporate boards such 
as resource-based theory, agency theory and institutional theory (Terjesen et al., 2009). 
Resource dependence theory and theory of agency able to use to clarify issues on diversity of 
boards and board of director’ leadership and participation (Buniamin, Johari, Abd Rahman, & 
Abdul Rauf, 2012). Furthermore, this two organization theories also deliver wide theoretical 
underpinnings for in what way composition and diversity of board have an effect on CSR 
ratings and in what manner, consecutively, CSR affects reputation of corporate (Bear et al., 
2010). Nadeem, Zaman, & Saleem, (2017) study uses theory of stakeholder and theory of 
resource dependency prepared for theoretical framework in purpose of establishing the 
association between gender diversity on boards and practices of corporate sustainability.  
 
2.2.1  Agency Theory 
 
Agency theory is one of theory that related to this study. Agency theory is concerned on 
relationship between principal known as shareholder and agent of principal known as top 
management of organization comprised of managers and director (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). 
Agency conflict arises when managers neglect the shareholders interest during the process of 
strategic decision-making. When there is conflict of interest, agency problems and agency costs 
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will be arise (Eisenhardt, 1989). Hence, through the effective board of directors, the agency 
problems and cost can be mitigated (Fama & Jensen, 1983). This theory provides the rationale 
for the board’s critical function of monitoring management on behalf of the shareholder 
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Fama & Jensen, 1983). The board of directors is appointed to monitor the 
actions and behaviors of the managers. In order to exercise its monitoring function, the board 
needs appropriate mix of experience and capabilities to evaluate management and assess 
business strategies and their impact on SR (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003).  
 
Furthermore, effective board of directors improve the quality and frequent of information 
disclosures in turn to reduce agency conflict and costs and to enhance their monitoring function. 
The information of the company may disclose by managers in efficient markets to boost value 
of the firm and management incentives. Thus, managers disclose sustainability information to 
reduce agency costs, lessen strict internal monitoring and benefits from providing sustainability 
disclosure in capital market (Shamil et al., 2014).  
 
Another way of reducing the agency problem arising from agency theory is to engage 
independent directors to sit on the board (Carter et al., 2010). Independent director will play as 
good observers for shareholders’ interest and will perform independently from their inside 
director counterparts.  
 
Bear et al. (2010) take on agency theory to discover linkage between board gender diversity 
and corporate reputation, results showed positive connection between percentage of women on 
boards and reputation of corporate. Furthermore, finding from Buniamin et al. (2012) study 
reveals that bigger women board raise discretionary accruals activity. Hence, board gender 
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diversity may better avoid earnings management practice and delivering stakeholders, 
shareholder and investor with more trustworthy info and figures in financial reporting. 
 
2.2.2 Resource Dependence Theory 
 
Resources dependence used to describe how organization behavior is affected by external 
assets and resources. According to Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), the theory explains that the 
board functions is to get resources and assets to the organization and to connect the organization 
with external environment. It offer rationale for the board’s function of providing critical 
resources to the firm including legitimacy, advice and counsel (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). 
These board resources offer the corporation support in understanding and responding to its 
environment. Most of diversity researchers utilize resource dependency framework to discuss 
that these days progressively complicated and doubtful circumstances needs guidance from 
individuals who can give wide range of resources comprising financing, prestige, functional 
knowledge, legitimacy, and diversity (Terjesen et al., 2009). Firm perceived as functioning in 
open system and requiring to acquire and replace a few of assets and resources so as to 
persevere and forming reliance between organization and external units.  
 
Nadeem et al. (2017) draw on resource dependency theory to discover the linkage between 
boardroom gender diversity and corporate sustainability practices, found positive impact of 
boardroom gender diversity on corporate sustainability practices. He suggests that a more 
diverse board is possible to represent the diverse stakeholders, which direct towards better 
corporate sustainability practices. In addition, firms with more women director and many 
independent director give higher firm performance and also enhance boards of director’ 
effectiveness (Terjesen et al., 2016).  
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2.3  Empirical Review 
 
There are limited studies on board gender diversity and sustainability reporting. This sub- 
section reviews the empirical studies from three perspectives that are the sustainability 
reporting, sustainability reporting quality and board gender diversity. 
  
2.3.1  Previous Studies on Sustainability Reporting 
 
Many sustainability reporting researches have been perform in several countries  such as Brazil 
and other Europe country (Ching, Gerab, & Toste, 2017; Moratis & Brandt, 2017). These 
researches give understanding on categories of sustainability information reported and insight 
CSR development in those countries. Similar research should to be implemented in Malaysia, 
as political, economic and social environment in Malaysia are not the same from other 
countries. Generally, corporate sustainability is crucial to long-term business success and for 
safeguarding markets distribute value within society, regardless of its importance. There is a 
study that make contribution to knowledge of corporate processes for creating sustainability 
report, difficulties handled by corporations and the approach in which organizational transform 
toward enhanced accountability occurs and able to effect sustainability performance 
revolutions (Adams & McNicholas, 2007).  
 
Sawani, Mohammed Zain, and Darus (2010) mentioned that reporting on sustainability and 
practice of assurance in Malaysia are viewed as in an up-and-coming phase. Mostly cases 
reporting was combined in mandatory annual report and only a handful companies prepares a 
stand-alone report. Reported information concerning to sustainability disclosure is integrated 
in annual report together with no assurance statement. This is because of level of awareness is 
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at low and lack of legislative pressure to command the practice in year 2010. Furthermore, the 
stand-alone style of reporting was not widely practiced by the firm due to the insufficiency of 
information and cost implication. Even with a low level of assurance practices on sustainability 
and corporate responsibility reporting due to low level of awareness and companies were 
content with the internal control practices; people perceived that assurance practices helps to 
enhance credibility of the report as well as improving the internal and external reporting for 
the organization and as communication tool in enhancing transparency and company’s 
reputation (Sawani et al., 2010). 
 
Apart of that, study by Ogundare (2013) aimed to evaluate and analyses effect of sustainability 
reporting toward organizational performance in Malaysia. Key focus is whether implanting 
sustainability reporting culture into organizational activities can influence significantly toward 
performance of organization. This study broadly employed secondary data. As a result, it shows 
weak relationship between sustainability reporting and small share price volatility however not 
any association with volatility in profits. 
 
In addition, Aman, Ismail, and Bakar (2015) study explored corporate practices regarding 
sustainability reporting disclosure by Malaysian PLC for year 2014. Based on legitimacy 
theory and agency theory, the study examined the influences that affect corporate sustainability 
reporting in PLC. Stratified random sampling was applied to pick sample of study include of 
top 100 companies listed on Bursa Malaysia Main Board and data was gathered from year 2014 
annual report. The results showed that only government holdings have an effect on 
sustainability reporting disclosure level among listed firms in Malaysia while block holder 
ownership and management ownership variable do not present any substantial relationship. 
Results also reveal that industry are important in enlightening CSR variability.  
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Abd-Mutalib, Muhammad-Jamil, and Wan-Hussin (2015) study is to examine whether 
sustainability reporting will give effect on share ownership of dedicated and transient 
institutional investors. Using 285 listed company on Bursa Malaysia in the years 2010 and 
2011 as sample of the study, the outcomes disclosed that sustainability reporting is positively 
impact only on ownership by dedicated institutions not transient institutions. Additional 
examination exposes that sustainability reporting give positive effect on the ownership of all 
three categories of government-controlled dedicated institutions, specifically government-
managed unit trust funds, government-managed pension funds, and government-managed 
pilgrims fund, but no effect on the ownership of all three categories of private-controlled 
transient institutions, namely insurance companies, private-managed mutual funds and banks.  
 
In Sri Lanka, reporting initiative for sustainability reporting is still voluntary in their 
developing capital market. According to agency and legitimacy theory perspectives, M. 
Shamil, M. Shaikh, Ho, and Krishnan (2014) investigated relationship between characteristic 
of board and sustainability reporting. The study used 148 listed companies as sample that was 
taken from Colombo Stock Exchange applying method of stratified random sampling and 
information were gathered from annual report year 2012. They utilize hierarchical binary 
logistic regression to compute results. Finding from the study stated that dual leadership and 
size of board has positive relationship with sustainability reporting while women on boards has 
negative association with sustainability reporting. This study also discovered that sustainability 
reporting is expected to be affected by growth of firm and firm size. Moreover, the study 
disclosed that firms that just started their business or still young are potentially to implement 




2.3.2  Previous Studies on Sustainability Reporting Quality 
 
Amran et al. (2014) indicated that the sustainability reporting quality for organizations in Asia-
Pacific area is beyond average however then still has opportunity for further improvement. 
This study conducted study of cross-sectional on 113 companies from 12 countries in Asia 
Pacific area focusing on effect of strategic corporate responsibility and governance structure 
toward quality of sustainability reporting. It also has highlighted two possible reasons. First, 
there is lack of quality strategy of corporate sustainability. Secondly, sustainability practices 
have not gained adequate consideration from the investor society. 
 
Bachoo, Tan, and Wilson (2013) studied the relationship between value of firm and the 
sustainability reporting quality of Australian listed companies. Using the sample of ASX 200 
firms from 2003 to 2005, result indicate that substantial negative association between 
sustainability reporting quality and cost of equity capital and substantial positive relationship 
between projected future performance and sustainability reporting quality.  
 
Effect of firm characteristics on sustainability reporting disclosure is a vital subject in academic 
research, organization operations, and government administration. Using multi-regression 
model which is logistic regression, panel data regression, and least-squares regression. Wang 
(2017) examined association between characteristic of firm and sustainability reporting for 50 
Index-listed companies in Taiwan. Study revealed seven organization characteristic and 
corporate governance, specifically board of director size, firm growth, percentage of foreign 
shareholders’ holdings, independent director ratio, audit committee, fixed asset staleness, and 
export income ratio are positively linked to sustainability reporting disclosure, while director 
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holdings percentage and stock price per share are negatively connected to sustainability 
reporting disclosure. 
 
Another research aims to examine sustainability reporting quality amongst companies that are 
offering Islamic financial product and service. This study also observe whether these 
companies that involved in socially responsible initiatives are inhibited from performs of 
earning management (Ibrahim et al., 2015). From the finding, they present prove that the 
practices of sustainability reporting among these companies have increasingly improved 
throughout three-year time from 2011 to 2013. Ibrahim et al. (2015) findings also verified that 
profitability and company size is positive and significant associated to quality of sustainability 
reporting, hence they discovered that size of company and financial performance are vital 
factors that will direct towards sustainability reporting improvement. He also concluded that 
these companies that are take part in sustainability initiatives are not involved in earning 
management practices as consistent with shariah objective which is to safeguard forthcoming 
generation through initiative of social responsibility for the advantage of public. 
 
2.3.3  Previous Studies on Board Gender Diversity 
 
Board gender diversity is a contemporary topic of debate that has extended importance within 
research of corporate governance. Carter et al. (2003) suggested that a heterogeneous board 
has a deeper understanding of complexities in the environment compared to homogenous 
board. Gender diversity of board may possibly enhance board discussions quality and intensify 
board ability to give better oversight of firm reports and disclosures. It might also lessen 




Recently, board gender diversity has getting ample interest from academician and also 
researchers. A huge amount of empirical studies observes the ‘case study of corporate’ 
regarding gender diversity by concentrating on relationship between women directors and 
performance of organization (Adams & Ferreira, 2009; Arayssi et al., 2016; Low et al., 2015). 
However, they produced a mixed results and findings: some discovered evidence of positive 
effects whereas others exposed negative effect or even no effects.  
 
Based on essence of the stakeholder and resource dependence theories, Mahmood and Orazalin 
(2017) implied that characteristic of board such as size of board and gender diversity on boards 
are most imperative aspects in determining scope and quality of sustainability information.  
 
In Malaysia, there is small change determined on trend of board diversity over a five-year 
period. A study revealed only a slight increase in existence of women director and foreign 
director in corporate board over from year 2005 to 2009 (Zainal et al., 2013). Furthermore, 
Alazzani et al. (2017) study discovered the effects of the presence of women directors on 
Malaysian companies’ boards of directors on social and environmental performance. This 
study used upper echelon theory which suggest that demographic characteristics of women 
directors for example age, education, organizational tenure and functional background and 
psychological characteristics especially their personal values can give an influence on 
outcomes of organizational. The role of women on boards of directors may differ between 
culture. By using companies listed on main market in Bursa Malaysia during 2009, the result 
of the study suggested that presence of women directors is positive associated with social 
performance but not associated with environmental performance. Women directors of 
Malaysia companies put more attention to social issues that to environmental ones. In other 
word, they give further interest to issues related to social aspect of CSR than to other 
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performance dimension for example environmental, economic and marketplace dimensions as 
in Malaysia culture where the community has a significant humane orientation. Their findings 
support the theoretical expectation based on the upper echelon theory.  
 
In addition, Al-Shaer and Zaman (2016) stated that independent women director have better 
impact on quality of sustainability reporting than women director. Apart of that, gender 
diversity on boards also associates with greater quality of sustainability report. This consistent 
with Janggu, Darus, Zain, & Sawani (2014) study show that board designation, size of board, 
and professionalism had significant influence on sustainability disclosure.  
 
Moreover, Gul et al. (2011) found positive linkage among board gender diversity and 
informativeness of stock price. Their analysis of exploratory suggested that board gender 
diversity enhanced stock price informativeness through improving voluntary public disclosures 
in large organizations and expanding incentives and rewards for collection of private and 
confidential data in small organizations. Ahmed and Ali (2017) explored the association 
between board gender diversity and liquidity of stock in Australia. By using 944 Australian 
firms from 2008 to 2013, result showed that board gender diversity is positively and 
significantly linked with liquidity of stock.  
 
Terjesen, Couto, and Francisco (2016) observed that organizations with additional women 
director have better firm performance which measured by accounting and market indicator and 
also put forward that external independent director do not make any contribution to firm 




In China, gender diversity on boards could function as substitute structure for corporate 
governance to control real activities manipulation and therefore present interested stakeholders 
with greater quality of annual financial reports (Luo et al., 2017). They suggested that the 
higher women participation on boards of director is related with lower level of real activities 
manipulation. This negative relationship is more intense once women director have greater 
ownership. 
 
Phua and Poh-Ling (2017) observed women director function in corporate boardroom toward 
the level of environmental disclosure in organization. This study used sample of 260 Malaysia 
PLC for year 2013. Theory of resource dependence is applied as the theoretical framework to 
clarify the role of women director on corporate boards. Analysis of content is used to measure 
the level of corporate environmental disclosure based on self-constructed index that is derived 
from Global Reporting Initiatives. By conducting Multiple Regression analysis, results 
exposed that presence of women director and women involving numerous directorships are 
significant predictors level of corporate environment disclosure. Results also give support to 
the theory of resource dependence on contribution across gender diversity on boards and are 
beneficial for both regulators and policy makers. Moreover, some specific characteristics of 
women director also improve firm value, particularly based on market value which refer to 
Tobin's Q and accounting performance which refer to return on assets. Aripin et al. (2016) 
revealed that women director holding a university degree increase firms' ROA. This indicates 
that tertiary education is vital at transforming women to become effective business leaders, 
positions that are dominated by men. By using Asian companies from South Korea , Hong 
Kong, Singapore, and Malaysia as sample, Low et al. (2015) study showed that growing 
numbers of women on boards have positive impact on corporate performance, as computed by 
return on equity (ROE).  
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2.4  Summary 
 
This chapter reviews sustainability reporting and board gender diversity. In this chapter, this 
study explains on what is about sustainability reporting and current trend on sustainability 
reporting all around the world. Several sustainability reporting approaches is discussing, and 
describe the most well-known sustainability framework globally recognized and used by 
companies which is GRI framework. This chapter also give explanation on how to previous 
study measure on sustainability reporting quality and what are the indicator. Agency theory 
and resources dependency theory is highlighted in this chapter. This chapter also give details 
on previous studies regarding sustainability reporting, sustainability reporting quality, board 
gender diversity. The next part of this chapter reviews past studies on all variables either 




 : METHODOLOGY 
 
3.0  Introduction 
 
This chapter describes methodology applied to attain aims of study. Discussion emphasizes 
more on variables employed in this study according to definition and underlying theory that 
explains further the dependent, independent and control variables; followed by hypotheses 
development. These hypotheses are formed to solve research questions identified in first 
chapter. When this study test empirical data, numerous tests are performed to determine 
whether the hypotheses are supported or not. In testing the hypotheses to meet research 
objectives, this chapter also discusses some vital issues in research design, data collection, data 
collection procedures, sampling, and also technique of data analysis. 
 
3.1  Research Framework 
 
The core focus of this study is to examine the impact of women on board toward sustainability 
reporting quality of Malaysian PLC. By reviewing literature, the identified variables are shown 
in Figure 3.1 where it displays research framework for study.  
 
Dependent variable used in study is sustainability reporting quality. This study predicts that the 
following main independent variable that might affect sustainability reporting quality which is 
board gender diversity including number of women on boards, proportion of women directors 
on boards, and number of independent women directors. This study includes examination on 
control variables, comprised of the board meeting, board size and board independence and 
reporting incentive as the factors that are most likely to influence sustainability reporting 
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quality. This research framework illustrates the dependent, independent and control variables 
used to test the hypotheses. Resource dependence theory and theory of agency able to use to 
clarify issues on diversity of boards and sustainability reporting quality. Under agency theory, 
women directors are appointed to monitor the manager’s behavior (Eisenhardt, 1989; Fama & 
Jensen, 1983). To enhance their monitoring function, they will improve the quality of 
sustainability information disclosure. They will disclose sustainability information to reduce 
agency costs (Shamil et al., 2014). Independent women directors also act as good observers for 
shareholders’ interest. From the theory of resource dependence, proportion of women directors 
on board is view as board functions to get valuable resources and assets to organization and to 
connect organization with external environment. This study assume that women director will 
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3.2  Hypothesis Development 
 
3.2.1 Number of Women on Boards 
 
According to agency theory, diversity strongly affects the function of the boards, and gender 
is part of diversity dimension (Carter et al., 2010). Agency theory suggest that the possibility 
of diverse directors may be better monitors of management. Women director play vital 
functions as give broaden oversight and monitoring action of managers and their reports 
(Adams & Ferreira, 2009; Hillman, Shropshire, & Cannella, 2007) through encouraging 
excellent board attendance, expecting monitoring position of audit, nominating, and committee 
of corporate governance, and requiring better accountability from top management for weak 
performance. Hence, women directors on board is an important internal governance instrument 
to prevent managers to act on their self-interest and then creating agency cost. They will direct 
the management to fully report and disclose sustainability information in corporate reporting.   
 
Furthermore, gender diversity is a balancing corporate governance mechanism that has 
substantial positive impact on intellectual capital information disclosure level. This appears 
because of existence of women on boards providing to prompt oversight and stronger 
monitoring behavior (Tejedo-Romero, Rodrigues, & Craig, 2017). In debating for better gender 
diversity on boards, a few have recommended that women appointees would increase investors’ 
confidence, who assume improving transparency. accountability, and moral duty from 
corporates’ director (Arfken, Bellar, & Helms, 2004; Flynn & Adams, 2004).  
 
Al-Shaer & Zaman (2016) disclosed that board gender diversity has a positive and significant 
association with sustainability reporting quality. Consistent with Phua and Poh-Ling (2017), it 
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examined the function of women directors in corporate strategy and decision-making level 
throughout corporate environmental reporting by using a sample of 260 Malaysian PLC for 
year 2013. From results indicated that women director in a boardrooms and women directors 
possessing numerous directorship are positively and significantly linked to level of corporate 
environmental reporting of Malaysian PLC. The study carried proof that female directors can 
bring valuable resources to a company by influencing management to be more environmentally 
sustainable by having environmental-friendly practices and providing more environmental 
information to the public. Tejedo-Romero et al. (2017) suggested that presence of women 
director has a significant positive effect on levels of disclosure of IC information.  
 
Other study found that the presence of women on the board and audit committee is not 
associated with accrual management  (Abdullah & Ku Ismail, 2012) and propensity of earning 
management (Shamsul Nahar Abdullah & Ku Ismail, 2016). Thus, the hypothesis for H1 as 
below: 
 
H1: Number of women on boards is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality. 
 
3.2.2 Proportion of Women Directors  
 
Resources dependence theory posits that an organization has to draw crucial and critical 
resources in order to better meet the demands of the society which will ensure the legitimacy 
of a company. It views that the role of the board of directors as a resources provider that 
supplies legitimacy, advice and counsel to firms (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003) . Women directors 
can be considered as firm resources that can provide useful information and counsel to the 
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management and give valuable judgement and decision toward the company performance. 
Women directors bring different attitudes, values, and expertise to the decision-making 
processes, which lead to more careful evaluation of alternatives (Abdullah et al., 2012) 
 
Ben-Amar et al. (2017) found that female boardroom participation is positively related to the 
voluntary disclosure of climate change information, after board attributes and firm factors are 
taken into consideration. The study suggested that gender diversity enhances board 
effectiveness in stakeholder management and promotes the adoption of sustainability 
initiatives. Similar to Arayssi et al. (2016), it showed that an increase in the participation of 
women directors directly affects ESG disclosure. Women directors seem to promote social 
agenda in the boardrooms to enhance a firm’s social profile. The study also found that women 
on corporate boards reduce the firm risk through ESG disclosure. Another study also have same 
finding which is the levels of CSR reporting are higher when there is a higher proportion of 
boards of directors with at least three women (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2014).  
 
In addition, Alazzani et al., (2017) study found that a positive association between social 
performance and the presence of women directors on the board of directors. However, no 
association exists between presence of women directors and environmental performance. This 
study concluded that women directors may pay much more attention to social performance than 
to environmental performance. Isidro & Sobral (2015) also found that women on the board are 
positively related with financial performance that measured in terms of return on assets and 
return on sales and with ethical and social compliance, which in turn are positively related with 
firm value. Moreover, women on the board of directors has a positive influence on CSR (Setó-
Pamies, 2015). Female director plays a strategic role in enabling firms to manage their social 
responsibility and sustainable practices appropriately. 
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Amran et al. (2014) stated that directorship of women on boards in Asia-Pacific area is at a low 
level and most of organizations (92.7%) have only two or less women director on board. 
Furthermore, from their findings found that no relationship between proportion of women 
director and Sustainability reporting quality. The author explained maybe due to the freedom 
of this smaller women director group to be active or vocal may be hampered in board dominated 
by men, hence a failure to significantly influence sustainability reporting. Same as Shamil et 
al. (2014), it found that boards with female directors are negatively associated with 
sustainability reporting. Handa and Singh (2015) study also discovered that proportion of 
women directors displayed negatively insignificant impact on both category of returns: raw 
returns and market-adjusted excess returns. Therefore, the hypothesis H2 is as follow: 
 
H2:  Proportion of women directors is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality 
 
3.2.3 Independent Women Directors 
 
In agency theory, independent women director is one of the mechanism in reducing the agency 
problem that might arise. The theory assume that independent women director will act as an 
independent party to monitor company performance for the best interest of shareholder and 
stakeholder. Independent women directors exist in corporate boards to function as a check and 
balance mechanism to ensure that decisions made by the board as a whole and management is 
congruent with the interest of the owners of the firm (Fama & Jensen, 1983). 
 
Al-Shaer and Zaman (2016) showed statistically that independent women director have greater 
effect on sustainability reporting quality than women director. They used sample of all 
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companies listed in 2012 in the UK FTSE350. This is consistent with Arun, Almahrog, and Ali 
Aribi (2015) study discovered that company with a greater number of women and independent 
women directors on boards are adopting controlled earnings management practices in the UK.  
 
Using a large sample of UK quoted companies, García Lara et al. (2017) showed that the 
influence of independent female directors over the monitoring of the financial reporting 
process. The study showed the presence of independent women directors on the board of 
directors is significantly associated with better quality accounting numbers. Another study also 
confirms that independent gender diverse boards significantly affect financial performance 
(Haldar, Shah, & Nageswara Rao, 2015). Hyun, Yang, Jung, & Hong (2016) find that the 
number (or proportion) of women independent directors is positively associated with a firm’s 
CSR ratings and that the strength of this relationship depends on the level of the firm’s 
consumer market orientation. The study believed that women independent directors might take 
CSR issues more seriously than their male counterparts not only because of their stronger moral 
orientations, but also because they have reputational reasons to do so.  
 
Apart than that, Phua and Poh-Ling (2017) found that there is positive association between the 
extent of corporate environmental disclosure and female directors as independent directors in 
corporate boardroom, but this association does not reach statistical significance. The study 
highlighted that maybe due to the lack of experience and knowledge of independent female 
directors on environmental issues. Another reason is the influence of independent female 
directors on environmental reporting may be limited as they are not directly involved with the 




H3: Independent women director is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality.  
 
3.3  Research Design 
 
This study is done according to the quantitative data analysis. The relationship between board 
gender diversity for example number of women on boards, proportion of women directors and 
number of independent women directors, and sustainability reporting quality can be analyzed 
through the quantitative data analysis. 
 
3.3.1  Model Specification 
 
To examine this study hypotheses, use following model: 
 
SUSQUAL = α + β1DIVERSITY +β2BODSIZE + β3BODIND + β4BODMEET + β5RI + ε 
where: 
SUSQUAL Sustainability reporting quality on 0–4 scale  
[0 = no sustainability report present; 1 = sustainability report presents; 2 = 
sustainability report presents, and the company has a sustainability 
committee joined with the board of director; 3 = sustainability report 
presents, and assurance is given by a non-audit firm; 4 = sustainability report 







Dummy variable equal 1 if sustainability report is externally assured and 0 
otherwise 
Dummy variable equal 1 if sustainability committee is existing and 0 
otherwise 
Board gender DIVERSITY measured using THREE alternatives:  
BODFEM = number of women on boards;  
PRFEM = proportion of women directors;  
BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors 
BODSIZE Number of directors on board 
BODIND Proportion of independent directors on boards 
BODMEET Number of board meeting organized during the year 
RI Reporting incentive factor (a single factor reflecting strength of a firm’s 
reporting incentives from several characteristics of firm (example size, return 




3.4  Measurements of Variables 
 
For this study, dependent variable is sustainability reporting quality. To examine the 
hypotheses, the key independent variable of this study is gender diversity on boards. The 
analysis also controls for other determinants that are commonly found to be significant 
determinants of sustainability reporting quality. These variables are further explained as 
follows.  
 
3.4.1  Dependent Variable  
 
According to Global Reporting Initiative (2016), sustainability reporting is a process that 
supports organizations in understanding the links between issues related to sustainability and 
the organization’s plans and strategy, goal setting, performance measurement and managing 
change towards a sustainable global economy. Sustainability reports contain quantitative and 
qualitative information on financial/economic, social/ethical and environmental performance 
and seek to reflect a company’s economic, social and environmental behavior (Bursa Malaysia, 
2015). Sustainability reports are an organized technique an organization records its economic, 
environmental and social performance that gives companies a means to report on how non-
financial factors interact with financial ones and ultimately drive a company’s value (Mock, 
Rao, & Srivastava, 2013; Mock, Strohm, & Swartz, 2007). 
 
Firstly, this study employs scan and skim approach to recognize whether the company have 
published sustainability report/statement or have disclose any sustainability information within 
the annual report. To get more focus, this study searches the word “sustainability”, 
“sustainability report”, and “sustainability statement” in particular company annual report. 
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When there is a statement or reports that give details on economic, social, and environment 
information, this study assumed the company published sustainability report. This study not 
take into consideration on CSR Report. Furthermore, this study also detects if there are any 
stand-alone sustainability reports in Bursa Malaysia Website and the company official website. 
Usually the company will upload stand-alone sustainability reports under investor relation 
section or download section.   
 
This study applied one dependent variable which is quality of sustainability reporting. Adopted 
from Al-Shaer and Zaman (2016), this study focus on the quality of sustainability reporting 
using a coding scale based on four thresholds, i.e. using a score of 0–4 to provide an indicator 
of the quality of information disclosed in these reports. The scores are: 0 = if sustainability 
report does not present; 1 = if sustainability report presents; 2 = if sustainability report presents 
and the company has sustainability committee joined with BOD; 3 = if sustainability report 
presents and assurance is given by a non-audit firm; 4 = if sustainability report presents and are 
assured by one of the Big 4 or other audit firm. Furthermore, to check the robustness of the 
estimation, two alternatives proxies were employed for sustainability reporting quality.  
 
To make the findings become more robustness, this study also uses ASSURANCE and 
COMMITTEE to measure the quality of sustainability reporting. ASSURANCE refer as the 
company’s sustainability report is externally assured while COMMITTEE refer to the existence 
of sustainability committee in the organization. Both are dummy variable. To retrieve 
information regarding on whether the sustainability report is externally assured, this study scan 
and skim the annual report and sustainability report. This study also uses search tool by 
searching the word “assurance statement” or “sustainability assurance” or “sustainability report 
assured”.  If sustainability report is externally assured, score of 1 will be given and 0 otherwise.  
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For COMMITTEE, this study discovers whether there is any “sustainability committee” info 
disclosed in section statement on corporate governance and sustainability of annual report and 
in sustainability report through scan and skim method. To avoid any omission on this 
information, this study also uses search tool by searching the word “committee” or 
“sustainability committee” or “sustainability governance”. If Sustainability committee 
presents, this study give score of 1 and 0 otherwise. 
 
3.4.2  Independent Variable 
 
This study measure board gender diversity using three alternative measures to test robustness 
of findings. They are: number of women on boards (BODFEM), proportion of women directors 
(PRFEM), and number of independent women directors (BODINDFEM).  
 
3.4.2.1 Women on Boards 
 
The measurement for the women on boards follows the same measurement used by previous 
researchers. It defined the women on boards as number of women directors on boards (Adams 
& Ferreira, 2009; Alazzani et al., 2017; Arfken et al., 2004; Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2014; 
Flynn & Adams, 2004; Handajani, Subroto, & Erwin, 2014; Hillman et al., 2007; Setó-Pamies, 
2015; Shamil et al., 2014; Tejedo-Romero et al., 2017). 
 
3.4.2.2 Proportion of Women Directors 
 
In examining women’s existence on board, this study explores at the proportion of women 
sitting on boards. This variable measure percentage of women on boards. This is computed by 
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taking total number of women on boards divided by total number of directors on board (Amran 
et al., 2014; Bear et al., 2010; Glass, Cook, & Ingersoll, 2016; Handa & Singh, 2015; Phua & 
Poh-Ling, 2017). 
 
3.4.2.3 Independent Women Directors  
 
The measurement for independent women directors is refers as the number of independent 
women directors on boards (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2016; Arun et al., 2015; García Lara et al., 
2017; Haldar et al., 2015). 
 
3.4.3  Control Variable 
 
Board size (BODSIZE) is calculated by the total of number of directors on board (Abdul 
Rahman & Mohamed Ali, 2006; Amran et al., 2014; Carpenter & Westphal, 2001; Handajani 
et al., 2014; Majeed, Aziz, & Saleem, 2015; Rao & Tilt, 2016; Shamil et al., 2014). Board 
independence (BODIND) for each firm is calculated by the ratio of number of independent 
directors on boards to the total number of directors on board (Abdelsalam & El‐Masry, 2008; 
Shamsul Nahar Abdullah, Mohamad, & Mokhtar, 2011; Amran et al., 2014; Chan & Teck 
Heang, 2010; Cheng & Courtenay, 2006; Handajani et al., 2014; Herda, Taylor, & 
Winterbotham, 2012; Janggu et al., 2014; Rao & Tilt, 2016; Shamil et al., 2014; Yekini, 
Adelopo, Andrikopoulos, & Yekini, 2015). The number of board meeting held in a year can 
affect level of quality and transparency of information disclosed along with the effectiveness 
of board decision making. This study includes number of board meetings (BODMEET) as 




3.4.3.1 Reporting Incentives Index 
 
Sustainability reporting quality may be affected by underlying reporting incentives. Adopted 
from Al-Shaer et al. (2016), this study construct one proxy to identify factors that determine 
firm’s incentives for reporting. This proxy is input based and captures characteristics of firm 
affecting reporting incentives (RI) of management. This paper calculates the reporting 
incentives level based on four component which has undergo the dimension reduction process 
to be adopted.  
 
RI= f (firm size (natural log of total assets), profitability (return on assets), financial leverage 
(debt to total assets ratio) and ownership concentration (percentage of closely-held shares). 
 
We compute the RI by transforming the factor score which is the standard normal distribution 
to the normal distribution. Greater values represent better reporting incentives. This study 
expect company with bigger size, larger profit, larger financing need and more concentrated 
ownership to be associated with higher sustainability reporting quality.  
 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is used 
to check suitability of data for structure detection. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy is statistic that indicated variance proportion in variable that could be cause by 
underlying factor. The big values which is near to 1.0 commonly show that factor analysis may 
be beneficial with data. Furthermore, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is used to examine hypotheses 
that correlation matrix of this study is an identify matrix. The correlation matrix will show that 
variables are unconnected. Therefore, unsuitable for structure detection. Low values which is 
smaller than 0.05 of significance level specify that factor analysis maybe valuable with data. 
45 
 
In this study, result of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy value is 0.52 
while, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity significant at 0.001 means this study factor analysis is useful 


























Variables Description and the Expected Sign 
 






SUSQUAL This is on scale of 0-4, whereby this study scores a firm  
0 if it does not publish a sustainability reporting; 
1 if sustainability report presents; 
2 if sustainability report presents and company has a 
sustainability committee affiliated with the board of 
director; 
3 if sustainability report presents and the report is 
assured by an external assurer provided by non-audit 
firm 
4 if sustainability report presents and is externally 
assured by one of the Big 4 or other audit firm. 





ASS Dummy variable equal 1 if sustainability report are 
externally assured and 0 otherwise. 





COMM Dummy variable equal 1 if sustainability committee is 
existing and 0 otherwise. 









Measured by using three alternatives: 
 
BODFEM = number of women on boards (Al-Shaer & 
Zaman, 2016) 
 
BODINDFEM = number of independent women 
directors (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2016) 
 
PRFEM = Proportion of women directors (Al-Shaer & 
Zaman, 2016) 
 
No. of women on boards 














BODIND The ratio of number of independent directors on boards 
to the total number of directors on board. (Al-Shaer & 
Zaman, 2016) 
+ 
Board Meeting BODMEET Number of board meeting held during the year (Al-




RI A single factor reflecting the strength of reporting 
incentives of firm from several firm characteristics for 
example firm size, leverage, return on assets and 








3.5 Data Collection 
 
All data related to this study for instance board gender diversity, number of women on boards, 
board size and number of independent women directors are hand-collected from firm annual 
report and sustainability reporting.  
 
3.6  Sampling  
 
The appropriate unit of analysis in this study can be classified as organization because the data 
involved in this research are those from PLC in Bursa Malaysia. Sample of this research consist 
of Top 100 Malaysia-ASEAN Corporate Governance (MACG) Transparency Index 
Companies for overall CG and performance for year 2016. The top 100 MACG Transparency 
Index companies are observed because they are graded and ranked as top 100 PLC from view 
of corporate governance practices which consist of international best practices codes. These 
companies have good corporate governance practices. Thus, these companies allow us to 
examine the association of board gender diversity toward sustainability reporting quality. Final 
sample represents 98 PLC because the data of two companies are missing data or incomplete. 
Hence, two PLC is eliminated from this study.  
 
3.7  Data Collection Procedures 
 
Data collection used in this research was secondary data. They were collected from companies’ 
annual report which retrieved from website of Bursa Malaysia. The Annual report and 
sustainability report of these companies were obtained and downloaded from Bursa Malaysia 
website which is http://www.bursamalaysia.com/market/listed-companies for the financial 
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year ended 2016. If Bursa Malaysia website do not provide annual report and sustainability 
report, the annual report or sustainability report will directly download from the company 
official website. The other sources were from Thomson Datastream which is provided by the 
Sultanah Bahiyah Library, Universiti Utara Malaysia. 
 
Most of the data are available in annual report and sustainability report of company. These 
included data for independent variable, dependent variable and control variable. Data related 
to board gender diversity, number of women on boards, board size and number of independent 
directors are hand-collected from company annual reports. All data needed for independent 
variables were obtained from board of the director’ profiles in annual report which included 
proportion of women directors, number of women on boards and independent women directors. 
The control variable which contains data on board size, board independence and board meeting 
was also obtained from the profile board of director. The other data was retrieved from financial 
statement of the company in the annual report. From the sustainability report, the data for 
dependent variable were available including the data needed to rank the quality of sustainability 
reporting, to choose whether there is external assurance or not and to choose whether there is 
sustainability committee or not. This study also used Thomson Datastream to collect the data 
of firm size, leverage, return on assets and percent of closely held shares to generate the single 
factor of reporting incentive. Any missing data from Thomson Datastream were manually 
gathered from annual reports. The last source for the data collections were the website of the 
Focus Malaysia to obtain the list of the top 100 Companies for overall CG and performance 





3.8  Techniques of Data Analysis 
 
Several methods and techniques of data analysis will be used in study. Factor analysis is 
employed to create a single factor of reporting incentive which is the control variable in this 
study. Descriptive statistics for instance maximum, minimum, mean, and standard deviation 
will be employed to describe independent variables and dependent variable. Variance Inflation 
Factor and Univariate analysis using Pearson correlation matrix will also be employed to 
discover correlation amongst dependent and independent variables and to assess the 
multicollinearity problem among the independent variables. In this study, data collected were 
analyzed by using the SPSS Version 23 software. It provides the findings on factor analysis, 
descriptive statistics, normality test, correlation analysis and variance inflation factor to solve 
research questions. To examine association between independent variables on quality of 
sustainability reporting, ordered probit and logistic regression analysis has been conducted. 
Both of this analysis use Stata SE 13 to analyses the data collected.  
 
3.8.1  Factor Analysis 
 
This study use factor analysis to elaborate the reporting incentives impacts from organization 
characteristic and extract into single factor. Factor analysis technique helps in creating single 
factor demonstrating strength of firm reporting incentive from numerous characteristic of firm 






3.8.2  Descriptive Statistics 
 
Descriptive statistics refer to the analysis done with the purpose of present simple summary of 
dataset and measures. Measure of variability and central tendency are the measure used to 
describe the dataset. Mean, median and mode are including in the measure of central tendency, 
while skewness and kurtosis, maximum and minimum variables and standard deviation are 
included in measure of variability. For the aim of this study, only maximum and minimum. 
Standard deviation, mean values are stated for observed variables. 
 
3.8.3  Normality Test 
 
Normality relates to the intensity to which sample data distribution corresponds to normal 
distribution (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2010). Various techniques may be used 
to assess normality, either via graphical techniques, for example box plot and stem and leaf 
plot, histogram, or through more objective measures, such as skewness and kurtosis. 
 
3.8.4  Variance Inflation Factor 
 
Variance inflation factor (VIF) is employed to compute multicollinearity value that be present 
in analysis of regression. Multicollinearity indicates to high correlations amongst independent 
variables (Coakes, Steed, & Price, 2005), or the extent to which a variable can be explained by 
other variables in an analysis (Hair et el., 2010), The existence of multicollinearity in the 
independent variables can affect a complexity in interpretation significance of each 
independent variable in regression model. By using VIF, multicollinearity problem can be 
identified. If VIF value is less than ten, it shows no multicollinearity problem (Hair et al., 2010). 
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3.8.5  Correlation Analysis 
 
Correlation is the most frequently used method to test and enlighten degree of the association 
between variables. Main purpose of having correlation analysis is to provide a degree of 
strength, significance and direction of linear relationship between two variables changing from 
-1 to +1. Positive value show that two variables are positively correlated, means that the two 
variables change in identical way. Negative values show that two variables are correlated 
negatively, meaning two variables vary in opposing way. Values close to +1 or -1 exposes two 
variables are related extremely. There are several methods of the correlation analysis. The 
current study uses Pearson Correlation to generate results. 
 
Besides that, Pearson correlation analysis are performed in this study in order to certify there 
is no serious multicollinearity issue between independent variables that are examined. It can 
show whether the variables are strongly related or not each other. If two independent variables 
are very correlated, then one of variables has to be excluded to control for collinearity problem. 
This study used correlation analysis to see the relationships between quality of sustainability 
reporting and number of women on boards, proportion of women directors and number of 
independent women directors and the other control variables.  
 
3.8.6  Ordered Probit Regression 
 
Ordered probit is statistical model for discrete random variables. It is method employed most 
commonly in cross-sectional studies of dependent variable that acquire only finite number of 
values possessing a natural ordering (Hausman, LO, & MacKinlay, 1992). For instance, 
dependent variable might be education level, as assessed by three categories: less than high 
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school, high school, and college education. The dependent variable is discrete, and is naturally 
ordered since college education always follows high school.  
 
This study use ordered probit specification for analysis by reason of the dependent variable of 
sustainability reporting quality (SUSQUAL) show a 0-4 ascending scale variable consistent 
with Al-Shaer and Zaman (2016) study. The ordered probit model is appropriate when discrete 
outcomes have a natural and ordinal ranking. The major advantages are the resulting model is 
relatively easy to estimate.  
 
3.8.7  Logistic Regression 
 
This study applied logistic regression analysis with the purpose of examine the association 
between women on boards, proportion of women directors and independent women directors 
toward external assurance (ASS) and sustainability committee (COMM). This study uses these 
two alternative measures of quality of sustainability reporting to assess robustness of finding. 
Both of this dependent variable measure are dummy variables, thus this study uses a logit 
specification test.  
 
3.9  Summary 
 
This chapter explains methodology that employed in this research. The research framework 
shows the relationship between sustainability reporting quality to number of women on boards, 
proportion of women directors, and independent women directors while controlling for board 
size, board independence, board meeting and reporting incentive. To implement the research 
framework, research design was developed. It included the variables measurement, data 
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collection procedures and technique analysis. Overall this chapter clarifies process of 




 : RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
4.0  Introduction 
 
This chapter shows statistical results for impact of board gender diversity toward sustainability 
reporting quality in Malaysia. The chapter has been divided into four sections. Section 4.1 
demonstrates sample distribution for study. Section 4.2 demonstrates descriptive statistics of 
collected data. Section 4.3 and 4.4 explains the normality test and tolerance and variance 
inflation analysis result. Section 4.5 displays Pearson’s correlation analysis to show association 
among variables. Section 4.6 displays the regression analysis has been tested to accomplish the 
aims of study. This section illustrated the impact of women on boards and their independence 
on sustainability reporting quality along with different control variables. Lastly, Section 4.7 
have discussed each of the hypothesis either accepts or reject. 
 
4.1  Sample Distribution 
 
Table 4.1 illustrates the sample distribution of the sample firm by industry. From the table, 32.7 
percent of the sample observations are from trading and services industry, followed by finance 
industry with 18.4 percent, consumer sector with 16.3 percent of the total observation. The 
lower sample observations are from Infrastructure Project Company with 2 percent and 
followed by the lowest 1 percent of the total observation are from firm in the Real Estate 







Sample Distribution by Industry 
 
Main Sector Firm observation Percentage (%) 
Construction 5 5.1 
Consumer 16 16.3 
Finance 18 18.4 
Industrial Products 10 10.2 
Infrastructure Project Company (IPC) 2 2.0 
Plantation 5 5.1 
Properties 8 8.2 
Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITS) 1 1.0 
Technology 1 1.0 
Trading/Services 32 32.7 
Total 98 100.00 
 
 
4.2  Descriptive Statistics 
 
The mean, standard deviation, maximum and minimum of the variables were calculated. Table 
4.2 displays the descriptive statistics for the sample of study presenting minimum, maximum, 
mean and standard deviation. It represents all variables including the dependent variable which 
is the sustainability reporting quality (SUSQUAL), the independent variables that consists of 
the number of women on boards (BODFEM), the proportion of women directors (PRFEM) and 
the number of independent women directors (BODINDFEM). The control variables used are 
the total number of directors on boards (BODSIZE), the number of directors on board 
independence (BODIND), the number of board meeting held throughout the year (BODMEET) 
and reporting incentive factor (RI). For further analyses or sensitivity analyses of this study, 
the external assurance was tested in term of dummy variables (ASS) was used if the 
sustainability report is assured by external bodies. The existence of sustainability committee 
(COMM) in corporate governance structure also was tested in term of dummy variable. These 
further studies were organized so as to get a deeper clarification and certify the robustness of 




Table 4.2 Panel A presents the distribution of the dependent variables. It shows that 40 (40.8%) 
company do not publish sustainability report whereas 58 (59.2%) company do. There are only 
6 firms (6.1%) that have their sustainability report externally assured by a Big 4 or other audit 
firm. These firms may be deemed greater quality in terms of sustainability reporting.  
 
Table 4.2 Panel B delivers the descriptive statistics for variable employed in this model. Mean 
sustainability quality score (SUSQUAL) is 1.11. This study also discovered that 12.2 percent 
of sample companies have their sustainability report externally assured by either an audit firm 
or a non-audit firm and 32 percent sample companies have a separate committee with 
responsibility for sustainability reporting. With regard to board gender diversity, this study 
observes the number of women on boards (BODFEM) ranges from zero to five with a mean of 
1.53 while the mean value of independent women directors (BODINDFEM) is 0.99. From this 
study, it shows that there is slightly increase the percentage of  women on board compare to 
Bushon, (2016). The percentage of proportion of women directors (PRFEM) for year 2016 
from this study is 17.77 percent while from Bushon (2016) is only 14.6 percent. This finding 
prove that government target to have 30% women in decision making level is still not achieved.  
Under governance characteristics perspective, this study finds mean of board size (BODSIZE) 
is 8.67. Independent directors (BODIND) account for 49 percent of board members which 
means half of the members of boards are independent. The mean board meeting number 
(BODMEET) is 7.44 and mean for the firm reporting incentive (RI) is 0.522.  
 
Table 4.2 Panel C presents descriptive statistics for diversity when this study separates sample 
into three groups: company with zero women director on boards, company with single women 
director on the boards and company with more than single women director on the board. The 
panel shows 14 (14.3%) firms do not have women director, 39 (39.8%) firms have one women 
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director and 45 (45.9%) firm consist of more than one women directors on boards. The 
descriptive statistics shows that firms with more than one women directors have the highest 
mean score for sustainability reporting quality which is 1.53, whereas firms with one women 
director have a mean of 0.79 and those with no women director have a mean of 0.64. This study 
also finds that the firms that have one women director (mean BODMEET = 7.18) or more than 
one women directors (mean BODMEET = 8.24) on the board have more active boards than the 
ones with no women director (mean BODMEET = 5.57) on the board.  
 
Table 4.2  
Descriptive Statistics 
 
Panel A: Frequency of Sustainability Quality Types 
SUSQUAL Scale 0 1 2 3 4 






23 (23.5%) 5 
(5.1%) 
6 (6.1%) 
Panel B: All firms 
 N Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
SUSQUAL 98 1.1100 1.1830 0 4 
ASS 98 0.1220 0.3295 0 1 
COMM 98 0.3200 0.4670 0 1 
BODFEM 98 1.5300 1.0370 0 5 
PRFEM 98 0.1777 0.1178 0 0.63 
BODINDFEM 98 0.9900 0.8910 0 4 
BODSIZE 98 8.6700 2.2190 4 15 
BODIND 98 0.4997 0.1131 0.27 0.78 
BODMEET 98 7.4400 3.8640 4 20 
RI 98 0.5221 0.2678 0.001 0.9954 
Panel C: Number of Women Director 
 Women = 0 Women = 1 Women > 1 
 Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Mean Standard Deviation 
N 14 14 39 39 45 45 
% of Total 14.3% 14.3% 39.8% 39.8% 45.9% 45.9% 
SUSQUAL 0.6400 0.7450 0.7900 1.0560 1.5300 1.2720 
BODSIZE 8.0000 1.5690 7.9000 1.8030 9.5600 2.4170 
BODIND 0.4735 0.1212 0.4962 0.1168 0.5108 0.1082 
BODMEET 5.5700 1.9890 7.1800 3.4480 8.2400 4.4320 
RI 0.6087 0.2468 0.5395 0.2210 0.4799 0.3052 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 





4.3  Normality Test 
 
Furthermore, another important measure this study need to test is the normality of data. The 
most commonly used for checking the normality of data is Skewness and Kurtosis. The 
acceptable threshold statistical values (Z) for skewness is less than three and for Kurtosis the 
value must be a lesser amount of eight (Hair et al., 2010).  
 
Analysis of Skewness and Kurtosis is shown in Table 4.3. It shows that the skewness value in 
the statistics are less than 3, and the kurtosis does not exceed 10. Thus, all variables are 
distributed normally as shown by skewness and kurtosis statistical value within the prescribed 
range. In other words, the data is normal and accurate for further analysis. Based on Hair et. 
el., (2010), all values calculated is acceptable, and data is ready for future statistical analysis. 
For further screening and checking the normality of the data, diagnostic tests for checking the 
issue of multicollinearity have been applied. 
 
Table 4.3 
Skewness and Kurtosis 
 








SUSQUAL 98 0.884 0.244 0.19 0.483 
ASS 98 2.339 0.244 3.545 0.483 
COMM 98 0.802 0.244 -1.385 0.483 
BODFEM 98 0.595 0.244 0.368 0.483 
PRFEM 98 0.781 0.244 1.595 0.483 
BODINDFEM 98 0.735 0.244 0.369 0.483 
BODSIZE 98 0.591 0.244 0.276 0.483 
BODIND 98 0.128 0.244 -0.234 0.483 
BODMEET 98 1.619 0.244 2.419 0.483 
RI 98 -0.440 0.244 -0.804 0.483 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 




4.4  Variance Inflation Factor 
 
To test the existence of collinearity amongst the variables, the Tolerance and the Variance 
Inflation Factor (VIF) were computed. According to Cornell & Myers (1987), the acceptable 
level of threshold suggests for value of tolerance is more than 0.10 and value of VIF is less 
than 10. Based on Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, (2010), if multicollinearity 
outcome is high, then they recommend to delete or remove one of the variables. The VIF 
discloses that multicollinearity issue is remains if value of VIF go beyond 10. Similarly, in 
cases whereby VIF is beyond than 10, this indicates that a high-level correlation is present 
between independent variable and therefore creates multicollinearity issues. Nevertheless, 
when VIF value is below 10 or VIF value between 1 to 10 further confirms that there is not any 
multicollinearity problem among variable, that independent variable can safely be used in the 
same model.  
 
According to the Table 4.4.1, it is revealed that there are two variable that tolerance value 
below than 0.10 and VIF value more than 10 which is BODFEM and PRFEM. It can be 
perceived that there is multicollinearity problem between the BODFEM and PRFEM variable. 

















BODFEM 0.034 29.407 
PRFEM 0.042 23.721 
BODINDFEM 0.355 2.820 
BODSIZE 0.172 5.798 
BODIND 0.675 1.481 
BODMEET 0.486 2.059 
RI 0.488 2.049 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 
closely held shares) 
N= 98 
 
After this study dropped PRFEM variable, it is revealed that all VIF value between independent 
variable are below 10 as shown in Table 4.4.2. This study discovers that all the variables are 
appropriate for this research due to VIF value for all variables is less than 10. Hence, 
multicollinearity issue does not exist in this research.  
 
Table 4.4.2 






BODFEM 0.423 2.363 
BODINDFEM 0.355 2.818 
BODSIZE 0.704 1.420 
BODIND 0.676 1.478 
BODMEET 0.489 2.045 
RI 0.490 2.041 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 





4.5  Correlation Matrix 
 
Table 4.5 displays correlation matrix for variable applied in the analysis. In Table 4.5, this 
study finds that sustainability reporting quality (SUSQUAL) has positive and significant 
association with board gender diversity. Control variable such as board size (BODSIZE), and 
board meetings (BODMEET) also has positive and significant association with SUSQUAL. 
Apart of this, this study also finds that sustainability reporting quality (SUSQUAL) has 
negative and significant relationship with reporting incentives and insignificant. Board 
independence (BODIND) have positive but insignificant relationship with SUSQUAL. 
Overall, correlation is consistent with hypothesized relationship between board gender 
diversity and sustainability reporting quality. Table 4.5 shows no correlation above 0.5 among 



















Panel A: Gender measured by BODFEM 
 SUSQUAL BODFEM BODSIZE BODIND BODMEET RI 
SUSQUAL 1.000      
BODFEM 0.379** 1.000     
BODSIZE 0.317** 0.381** 1.000    
BODIND 0.053 0.111 -0.194 1.000   
BODMEET 0.348** 0.283** 0.266** 0.231* 1.000  
RI -0.254* -0.232* -0.341** -0.161 -0.692** 1.000 
Panel B: Gender measured by BODINDFEM 
 SUSQUAL BODINDFEM BODSIZE BODIND BODMEET RI 
SUSQUAL 1.000      
BODINDFEM 0.314** 1.000     
BODSIZE 0.317** 0.275** 1.000    
BODIND 0.053 0.409** -0.194 1.000   
BODMEET 0.348** 0.373** 0.266** 0.231* 1.000  
RI -0.254* -0.318** -0.341** -0.161 -0.692** 1.000 
Panel C: Gender measured by PRFEM 
 SUSQUAL PRFEM BODSIZE BODIND BODMEET RI 
SUSQUAL 1.000      
PRFEM 0.264** 1.000     
BODSIZE 0.317** -0.041 1.000    
BODIND 0.053 0.200* -0.194 1.000   
BODMEET 0.348** 0.150 0.266** 0.231* 1.000  
RI -0.254* -0.065 -0.341** -0.161 -0.692** 1.000 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 




4.6  Empirical Tests and Findings 
 
After all assumptions are found to be satisfied, the ordered probit regression analysis is take 
part to test relationships of number of women on boards, proportion of women directors on 




This study run ordered probit regression and logistic regression using STATA SE 13.0. Table 
4.6 shows the results for the hypotheses concerning to the impact of board gender diversity on 
sustainability reporting quality. Main regression model is run in parts. Panel A Table 4.4 
exhibits the regressions for the full sample. Model 4.6.1 – 4.6.3 test the impact of gender 
diversity on sustainability reporting quality (SUSQUAL) using different measures of diversity. 
To test hypothesis 1, this study employs the number of women directors on boards for Model 
4.6.1 and proportion of women directors on boards for Model 4.6.2. To test the second 
hypothesis, this study use number of independent women directors (Model 4.6.3).  
 
From the Table 4.6, results show that positive and significant relationship between board 
gender diversity measured by number of women director on boards (BODFEM) and proportion 
of women directors (PRFEM) with sustainability reporting quality while independent women 
directors (BODINDFEM) has positive but insignificantly association with sustainability 
reporting quality. Board size (BODSIZE) is positive and significant influenced on 
sustainability reporting quality in two models. Results explains that and provides evidence of 
large board affecting sustainability reporting quality. Furthermore, the study also finds the 
board meeting (BODMEET) has significant and positive connection with sustainability 
reporting quality in all model. Board independence (BODIND) is negative and not significant 
in regression models. While reporting incentive (RI) is positive but has no significant toward 
sustainability reporting quality. The value of Pseudo R2 for these three models is about 0.0812 
to 0.0926.  Pseudo R2 summarizes the proportion of variance in dependent variable associated 
with independent variable. The smaller value of Pseudo R2 indicating that the less of the 
variation is explained by the model. The model only represents 8 percent to 9 percent of the 





Sustainability Reporting Quality and Gender Diversity 
 
Panel A 
 Model 4.6.1 Model 4.6.2 Model 4.6.3 
DV=SUSQUAL Coefficient z  P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| 
BODFEM 0.2723** 2.12 0.034       
PRFEM    2.329** 2.16 0.030    
BODINDFEM       0.2423 1.40 0.163 
BODSIZE 0.0977 1.52 0.128 0.1509*** 2.600 0.009 0.1152* 1.76 0.079 
BODIND -0.1426 -
0.13 
0.900 -0.1664 -0.15 0.883 -0.5929 -0.45 0.653 
BODMEET 0.0909*** 2.45 0.014 0.0922*** 2.49 0.013 0.0926*** 2.50 0.013 
RI 0.3410 0.55 0.584 0.3199 0.52 0.606 0.4029 0.64 0.522 
Pseudo R2 0.0909   0.0926   0.0812   
Wald χ2 Chi2 (5) 32.48   33.81   26.20   
Prob > Chi2 0.0000   0.0000   0.0001   
Notes: *** p < 0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1, all models in Panel A are tested using ordered probit regression 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 




4.7  Further Analysis 
 
From the result in Table 4.7 Panel A, this study finds board gender diversity measured using 
number of women on boards and proportion of women directors has positive and significant 
relationship with assurance. However, independent women directors on boards are not 
significant but positive to the assurance. Assurance refer as a company’s sustainability report 
is externally assured. Only board size (BODSIZE) has positive and significant toward 
ASSURANCE in two models. The value of Pseudo R2 for these three models is around 0.1923 
to 0.2322. The model only represents 19 percent to 23 percent of the effect of board gender 







External Assurance, Sustainability Committee and Gender Diversity 
 
Panel A 
 Model 4.7.1 Model 4.7.2 Model 4.7.3 
DV=ASSURANCE Coefficient z  P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| 
BODFEM 0.7172* 1.67 0.095       
PRFEM    6.8716* 1.70 0.090    
BODINDFEM       0.6795 1.18 0.236 
BODSIZE 0.2891 1.48 0.138 0.4586*** 2.91 0.004 0.3404* 1.61 0.108 
BODIND 3.357 1.14 0.253 3.3372 1.09 0.276 1.6475 0.41 0.682 










0.002 -7.313** -1.98 0.048 
Pseudo R2 0.2180   0.2322   0.1923   
Wald χ2 Chi2 (5) 18.03   16.81   12.78   
Prob > Chi2 0.0029   0.0049   0.0255   
 
Panel B 
 Model 4.7.4 Model 4.7.5 Model 4.7.6 
DV=COMMITTEE Coefficient z  P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| Coefficient  z P>|z| 
BODFEM 0.5631** 1.96 0.05       
PRFEM    4.893** 2.05 0.041    
BODINDFEM       0.3753 1.12 0.264 





0.942 -0.7374 -0.28 0.779 
BODMEET 0.1249 1.41 0.159 0.1285 1.46 0.144 0.1304 1.51 0.131 





0.039 -3.811 -1.58 0.113 
Pseudo R2 0.1528   0.1567   0.1234   
Wald χ2 Chi2 (5) 16.04   16.30   13.84   
Prob > Chi2 0.0067   0.0060   0.0167   
Notes: *** p < 0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1, all models in Panel B and C are tested using logistic regression.  
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 
PRFEM = proportion of women directors on board; BODINDFEM = number of independent women directors on 
board; BODSIZE = number of directors on board; BODIND = proportion of independent directors on board; 
BODMEET = number of board meetings; Reporting incentives (RI) = A single factor reflecting the strength of 
firm’s reporting incentives from various firm’s characteristics (i.e. size, leverage, return on assets, and  percent of 





When this study use committee as proxy for sustainability reporting quality, the finding is same 
as assurance can be refer to Table 4.7 Panel B. This study finds board gender diversity 
evaluated using the number of women on boards and the proportion of women directors has 
positive and significant relationship with committee. However, independent women directors 
are not significant to committee. In addition, board size (BODSIZE) is positive and significant 
66 
 
in two models and provides evidence of large board affecting Committee. The value of Pseudo 
R2 for these three models is around 0.1234 to 0.1567. The model only represents 12 percent to 
15 percent of the effect of board gender diversity on COMMITTEE.   
 
4.8  Hypotheses Testing 
 
This part will discuss further hypotheses testing that are developed in Chapter Three. There are 
three hypotheses that are tested. The hypotheses are testing regarding result derived from 
regression analysis to see the association between sustainability reporting quality to women 
variables and control variables. 
 
H1: Number of women on boards is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality 
 
Sustainability reporting quality shows significant relationships with number of women on 
boards. Significant values of sustainability reporting quality for the number of women on 
boards are 0.034. At significant level 5 percent, this first hypothesis is supported, meaning that 
there is a significant impact of number of women on boards on sustainability reporting quality. 
Furthermore, this relationship is positive. The result suggests that larger number of women on 
boards boost sustainability reporting quality. In addition, the large number of women on board 
can influence the company to have sustainability report assured externally and have 
sustainability committee. This means the first hypothesis developed supported. Hence, the 
research question number 1 is answered.  The findings is consistent with recent research (Al-
Shaer & Zaman, 2016; Phua & Poh-Ling, 2017; Tejedo-Romero et al., 2017). The finding also 
supported with agency theory as diverse directors provide better monitors of management. 
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Women directors on board is an important internal governance mechanism in corporate 
strategy and decision-making level throughout corporate sustainability reporting.  
 
H2:  Proportion of women directors is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality 
 
The second hypothesis posits positive association between proportion of women directors and 
sustainability reporting quality. Significant values of sustainability reporting quality for the 
proportion of women directors are 0.030. This hypothesis is supported for all sustainability 
reporting quality variable including other two sustainability reporting quality, assurance and 
committee. This implies that a more women in boards of director lead to a higher quality of 
sustainability reporting. Results from this study support recent research showing a positive 
effect of board gender diversity on the sustainability reporting quality (Alazzani et al., 2017; 
Arayssi et al., 2016; Ben-Amar et al., 2017; Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2014; Isidro & Sobral, 
2015; Setó-Pamies, 2015). Thus, the second research objectives are achieved. The finding also 
supported the theory of resources dependence. Women director views as crucial and critical 
resources which can provide useful information and able to meet the demands of the 
shareholder and stakeholder such as sustainability report.  
 
H3: Independent women directors is positively associated with sustainability reporting 
quality. 
 
The third hypothesis of positive relationship among independent women directors and 
sustainability reporting quality is rejected because the results show no significant relationship 
in sustainability reporting quality. This means that it is no statistically significant connection 
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between independent women directors with sustainability reporting quality. Therefore, the 
number three research question is not supported. This finding consistent with Phua and Poh-
Ling (2017). The reason why the result contrast with the hypothesis is maybe because the 
independent women director lack experience and knowledge on sustainability issues and 
corporate sustainability reporting. Another reason is the limited influence of independent 
women director on the daily operations of the company. They might not involve directly to 
business operation. The finding also not supported with agency theory. The independent 
women director failed to act as function of check and balance mechanism in corporate 





Acceptance or Rejection of Hypotheses 
 
 BODFEM PRFEM BODINDFEM 
 
Hypotheses between the IVs and DV 
 
S/+ S/+ S/+ 
 
















































Notes: (+) Positive association. (-) Negative association. (A) Accept or (R) Reject the hypotheses. (S) Significant 
NS (Non-Significant) 
Note: SUSQUAL = sustainability report quality; ASSURANCE = sustainability report being assured; 
COMMITTEE = existence of sustainability committee; BODFEM = number of women directors on board; 




4.9         Summary 
The chapter empirically analyses the impact of number of women on boards and independent 
women director toward sustainability reporting quality. First of all, descriptive statistics of all 
variables has been shown to demonstrate the wider view of collected data through mean, 
standard deviation and range of variables. Afterward, correlation analysis applied to illustrate 
relationship among dependent and independent variables. Results of regression analysis show 
significant impact of independent variable on dependent variable. Furthermore, some control 
variables have also demonstrated significant results with sustainability reporting quality. 
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 : CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
5.0  Introduction 
 
This chapter displays summary of results obtained from the analysis that has been carried out 
in this present study. The research findings of the effect between the dependent variable like 
sustainability reporting quality and independent variables such as number of woman on board 
of director, proportion of women on boards and number of independent woman director on 
board. Furthermore, implication and limitation of this study is also projected. Followed by the 
suggestion for further study.  
 
5.1  Summary of Findings 
 
This thesis delivers empirical evidence on relationship between board gender diversity and 
sustainability reporting quality among Malaysian PLC. In recent years, gender diversity on 
board is getting a great deal of attention in area of corporate governance. However, studies on 
board gender diversity and sustainability reporting quality are still limited specifically in the 
developing markets. The main aims of this thesis test whether participation of women director 
can improve the quality of sustainability reporting. 
 
Based on the theories of agency and resource dependency, this thesis examines effect of board 
gender diversity toward sustainability reporting quality. Sample of 100 listed companies from 
the KLSE in Malaysia was designated for this research. Outcomes of the research disclose that 
boards with women directors is positively related with sustainability reporting quality whereas 
independent women directors have no relationship with sustainability reporting quality. The no 
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linkage between independent women directors and sustainability reporting quality results is 
inconsistent to prior results. Empirical results give support for theory of agency and resources 
dependency theory. 
 
5.2  Implications of the Study 
 
There are several implications that can be drawn from the results of this study. The study has 
practical as follows: 
 
5.2.1  Practical Implications 
 
These findings contribute to the companies, government agencies and other parties. For the 
Malaysian companies, these finding provide information about the variables that significantly 
affect the quality of sustainability reporting. These variables can be considered by a company 
if the company intends to appoint board of directors and audit committees in the future.  
Securities Commission Malaysia can use these finding as an input to revise the Malaysian Code 
on Corporate Governance.  
 
For the governing agencies, such as the Malaysian SEC, it can also use these findings as the 
input to formulate regulations on how to improve the sustainability reporting quality in order 
to have a more transparent disclosure on financial and non-financial data. It also benefits others, 





5.3  Limitation of the Study and Recommendation for Future Study. 
 
The limitation in this research is this research uses data of cross sectional for the year 2016. 
Future studies can stretch across years because a study that stretches over years may provide a 
more valuable insight as it takes into account the effect of regulatory and economic changes 
that occur under the years under study. 
 
Furthermore, the characteristics of women director that are investigated under this study are 
limited to number of women on boards, proportion of women directors and number of 
independent women directors. To determine whether, there are any differences between male 
and women director, the characteristics of women director can be further expanded to areas 
such as ethnicity, academic qualification, and field of expertise for example accounting, 
economics, finance or other business-related. 
 
The last limitation in this study concerned to the sample. This study focused only on top 100 
MACG Transparency Index Companies for overall CG and performance for year 2016. 
However, the final sample was reduced to 98 companies where two companies had to be 
included due to the incomplete and missing information. Next research recommended to use 
large number of sample of Malaysian PLC or focus on specific industry sector such as only 
investigate on construction sector or plantation sector. This both sector are close related with 
sustainability issues. 
 
It is suggested that future research should investigate more factors that might influence 
sustainability reporting quality and future research should examine participation women in 
73 
 
other corporate governance mechanism such as women in audit committee or women in risk 
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List of the Companies 
NO. NAME OF COMPANY 
1 BURSA MALAYSIA BHD 
2 TELEKOM MALAYSIA BHD 
3 AXIATA GROUP BHD 
4 LPI CAPITAL BHD 
5 MALAYAN BANKING BHD 
6 TENAGA NASIONAL BHD 
7 TOP GLOVE CORPORATION BHD 
8 ASTRO MALAYSIA HOLDINGS BHD 
9 PUBLIC BANK BHD 
10 RHB CAPITAL BHD 
11 CIMB GROUP HOLDINGS BHD 
12 PETRONAS GAS BHD 
13 ALLIANZ MALAYSIA BHD 
14 SIME DARBY BHD  
15 NESTLE (M) BHD 
16 PETRONAS DAGANGAN BHD 
17 SUNWAY CONSTRUCTION GROUP BHD 
18 DIGI.COM BHD 
19 MATRIX CONCEPTS HOLDINGS BHD 
20 PRESTARIANG BHD  
21 UEM EDGENTA BHD 
22 PETRONAS CHEMICALS GROUP BHD 
23 BRITISH AMERICAN TOBACCO (M) BHD 
24 MALAYSIA AIRPORTS HOLDINGS BHD 
25 SUNWAY BHD 
26 IJM CORPORATION BHD 
27 FELDA GLOBAL VENTURES HOLDINGS BHD 
28 WESTPORTS HOLDINGS BHD 
29 TALIWORKS CORPORATION BHD 
30 UEM SUNRISE BHD 
31 CAHYA MATA SARAWAK BHD 
32 DAIBOCHI PLASTIC & PACKAGING INDUSTRY BHD 
33 DELEUM BHD 
34 DATASONIC GROUP BHD 
35 HEINEKEN MALAYSIA BHD 
36 SYARIKAT TAKAFUL MALAYSIA BHD  
37 UMW HOLDINGS BHD 
38 IHH HEALTHCARE BHD 
39 CCM DUOPHARMA BIOTECH BHD 
40 MSM MALAYSIA HOLDINGS BHD 
84 
 
41 MALAYSIA BUILDING SOCIETY BHD 
42 KPJ HEALTHCARE BHD 
43 QL RESOURCES BHD 
44 IJM PLANTATIONS BHD  
45 MAXIS BHD 
46 FRASER & NEAVE HOLDINGS BHD 
47 PADINI HOLDINGS BHD 
48 GD EXPRESS CARRIER BHD 
49 BIMB HOLDINGS BHD 
50 OSK HOLDINGS BHD 
51 UCHI TECHNOLOGIES BHD 
52 MISC BHD 
53 LINGKARAN TRANS KOTA HOLDINGS BHD 
54 TUNE PROTECT GROUP BHD 
55 BARAKAH OFFSHORE PETROLEUM BHD 
56 BERJAYA AUTO BHD 
57 AFFIN HOLDINGS BHD 
58 ALLIANCE FINANCIAL GROUP BHD 
59 MY E.G.SERVICES BHD 
60 GADANG HOLDINGS BHD 
61 TRIPLC BHD 
62 DUTCH LADY MILK INDUSTRIES BHD 
63 SIGNATURE INTERNATIONAL BHD 
64 7-ELEVEN MALAYSIA HOLDINGS BHD 
65 MEDIA PRIMA BHD 
66 CARLSBERG BREWERY MALAYSIA BHD 
67 AMMB HOLDINGS BHD 
68 PARAMOUNT CORPORATION BHD 
69 YINSON HOLDINGS BHD 
70 BUMI ARMADA BHD 
71 SCIENTEX BHD 
72 LBS BINA GROUP BHD 
73 KLCC PROPERTY HOLDINGS BHD 
74 RGB INTERNATIONAL BHD 
75 UMW OIL & GAS CORPORATION BHD 
76 LII HEN INDUSTRIES BHD 
77 MALAYSIAN RESOURCES CORPORATION BHD 
78 POWER ROOT BHD 
79 PANASONIC MANUFACTURING (M) BHD 
80 SP SETIA BHD 
81 MKH BHD 
82 AMWAY (M) HOLDINGS BHD 
83 KERJAYA PROSPEK GROUP BHD 
84 POS MALAYSIA BHD 
85 ECS ICT BHD 
85 
 
86 MEDIA CHINESE INTERNATIONAL LTD 
87 KUMPULAN PERANGSANG SELANGOR BHD 
88 UNITED PLANTATIONS BHD 
89 CB INDUSTRIAL PRODUCT HOLDING BHD 
90 SELANGOR PROPERTIES BHD 
91 KUALA LUMPUR KEPONG BHD 
92 KIM LOONG RESOURCES BHD FIMA 
93 FIMA CORPORATION BHD 
94 AEON CREDIT SERVICE (M) BHD 
95 STAR MEDIA GROUP BHD 
96 BINTULU PORT HOLDINGS BHD 
97 HONG LEONG BANK BHD 
98 SMIS CORPORATION BHD  
99 LEE SWEE KIAT GROUP BHD 
100 ASIA FILE CORPORATION BHD 
 
 
 
